its records program.

The processes for administering the planning grants
varied from state to state. The NHPRC distributed guide-
lines but permitted each state to adjust its process to
one with which it felt most comfortable. Some states
had well functioning advisory boards and sufficient state
archival staff to support the activities of the boards. Other
states had small, underfunded archives and advisory
boards hampered by geographical separation or insuffi-
cient professional membership to permit them to attack
the problems of the planning process.

The varieties of planning administration generally fell
into one of three patterns:

1.  The coordinator and board, sometimes with the
assistance of task forces, administered the program, and
the state archives supplied the staff to carry it out;

2.  The coordinator appointed one or more staff mem-
bers to administer the assessment and draft the report.
That staff communicated with the board and coordina-
tor, occasionally brought in consultants, and generally
directed the project;

3.  The coordinator and board hired a consultant un-
der grant funds to survey the state, talk with the board
members and institutional administrators throughout the
state, and write the final report.

One of the requirements of each grant was that pub-
lic meetings be held in various parts of the state to
determine the concerns of the archival research commu-
nity. Another suggestion was that the report be written
as an educational tool for those in the state who were in
a position to do something to help alleviate poor records
conditions. As the consultant reports revealed, the at-
tainment of these two goals was not universal, but there
were enough successful results to indicate that the goals
were feasible. Therefore, they were again recommended
to the states who will receive the second round of plan-
ning grants.

On Friday, June 24, representatives in attendance from
27 states were called to order by the Conference Coor-
dinator, A.K. Johnson and wpImmpH hv/ Franu r. Bur|<e,
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improve historical records programs nationwide.

The first part of the afternoon was spent in a plenary
session, moderated by Albert H. Whitaker of Massachu-
setts, in which the four consultants formed a panel to
respond to questions of the participants, add comments
that were not in their formal reports or morning presen-
tations, and generally to participate in a group discussion
of the assessment and reporting process and the state of
archival programs in the 27 states.

Following the plenary session, the participants divided
into two groups to attend separate meetings on each of
the four areas covered by the reports. In the discussion
groups, each of which was conducted by a moderator,
the attendees drafted lists of recommendations relating
to the 'specific area of concern of the group, i.e., state
government records, local government records, histori-
cal records repositories and statewide functions and
services.

On Saturday morning, the conference reconvened
with Coordinator A.K. Johnson presiding. NASARA pres-
ident Harry E. Whipkey provided general remarks, and
the four discussion leaders from the preceding afternoon
presented the texts of the recommendations formulated
in each of the four areas. After comments and discus-
sion, the full group voted on the individual recommen-
dations as amended in the session. After lunch, the meet-
ing shifted away from considering the assessment and
reporting process and turned to a business meeting of
all of the state coordinators present.

Consultant Report:

State Government
Records Programs

The first consultant report, "An Analysis of the State
Records Programs/' was prepared by Edwin C. Bridges,
Director of the Alabama Department of Archives and
History. In the report, two major areas were stressed;
the inadequacy of the legal authority of state records
programs and what the author terms "the cycle of pov-
erty in State Archives." The first part of the report dis-
cussed the placement of archives, the relationship be-
tween archival and records management programs when
they are located in separate agencies, the authority of